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ABSTRACT 

This paper describes a comprehensive assessment 
program utilized in the University of Colorado at Colorado Springs' 
basic public speaking course. The Speech and Thought Curriculum. The 
paper begins with a description of the theoretical underpinnings of 
the course and its approach to assessment. Next, the paper outlines 
the competency objectives (subsuming cognition, behaviors, affect, 
and ethics) incorporated in the course. Then the paper describes the 
course's process for pre- and post-assessment interviews, along with 
the competency-based approach to evaluating classroom speaking 
performances. The paper concludes with a discussion of future 
directions for assessment in the course. (Three tables of data are 
included; 25 references, the competent speaker speech performance 
evaluation form, and the syllabus are attached.) (Author/RS) 
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Abstract 

As issues related to evaluation and accountability have emerged 
vithin the academic coauQunity, assessment in the basic public 
speaking course has become more important. The Center for 
Excellence in Oral Communication at the University of Colorado at 
Colorado Springs has begun to address those issues • This paper 
describes a comprehensive assessment program utilized in the 
University's basic public speaking course, The Speech and Thought 
Curriculum. The paper begins with a description of the theoretical 
underpinnings of the course and its approach to assessment. Next, 
the competency objectives (subsuming cognition , behaviors, affect, 
and ethics) incorporated in the course are outlined. Then the 
course's process for pre- and post-assessment interviews is 
described, along with the competency-based approach to evaluating 
classroom speaking performances. The paper concludes with a 
discussion of future directions for assessment in this course. 
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The Center for Excellence in Oral Communication: 
A Comprehensive Program for Assessing the Development of 
Public Speaking Competency 

As issues related to accountability and assessment have gained 
in importance for educators and administrators, the assessment of 
oral communication competency has become increasingly important 
(Cronin, 1992). A recent survey of regional accrediting agencies* 
requirements for oral communication competencies in higher 
education called attention to this concern (Chesebro, 1991) • That 
survey indicated that colleges and universities seeking 
accreditation in the south, west, or middle states* regions must 
meet the goals and/or requirements of accrediting agencies to 
ensure that their students achieve meaningful levels of competency 
as oral communicators. "The handwriting is on the wall!" Or more 
appropriately, "The word is out I" Speech communication 
professionals, both educators and administrators, must attend with 
diligence to the assessment of oral communication competency in 
general, and to public speaking in particular. 

The present paper describes an assessment program in an 
undergraduate public speaking course. The Speech and Thought 
Curriculum. That course, presently offered at University of 
Colorado at Colorado Springs, was modeled after a similar course 
developed by the nationally recognized scholar of public speaking. 
Dr. Frank Dance at the University of Denver. The paper begins with 
an overview of The Speech and Thought Curriculum, including a 
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description of its theoretical base and course objectives. Then 
the course approach to pre- and post-assessaent of oral 
communication competency is described. The statistical results of 
a pre- and post-interview process in the course are presented and 
discussed. Included in those data are the results of the 
assessment of students' competencies related to speaking, 
listening, interpersonal skills, communication apprehension, and 
self-esteem. Next, a competency-based approach to the in-class 
evaluation of public speaking performance is described. The paper 
concludes with a discussion of the faculty's future plans for 
continued development and refinement of the course's assessment 
process . 

THE SPEECH AND THOUGHT CURRICULUM 
The current focus on oral communication competency by many 
scholars supports the inclusion of that construct in the 
instruction of public speaking (Backlund, 1990; Littlejohn & 
Jabusch, 1982; McCroskey, 1982; Pearson & Daniels, 1988; Rubin & 
Henzel, 1984; Spitzberg £ Cupach, 1989; Weimann & Backlund, 1980). 
Empirical research has also consistently related academic and 
professional success to oral competency and communication training 
and development (Curtis, Winsor, & Stephens, 1989; Rubin & Graham, 
1988; Rubin, Graham, & Mignerev, 1990; Vangelisti & Daly, 1989). 
Additionally, Vygotsky (1986) presents a theoretical argument that 
educated people must be orally competent, not simply because oral 
competency is necessary for success in life, but more fundamentally 
because improved oral competency develops intellectual and 
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reasoning abilities. 

Obviously, the development of oral competency is important but 
should go beyond the mere improvement of fundamental public 
speaking performance and oral skills. In a public speaking course, 
emphasis should also be on the development of thinking in an 
organized and logical manner, and communicating such organized 
thought to others. 

The Speech and Thought Curriculum assists in developing the 
ability to communicate organized thoughts through speech. The 
structure and content of the Curriculum are driven by and grounded 
in four domains of communication competency that emphasize 
cognition as well as performance. The literature on communication 
competency suggests that a composite model of competence should 
focus on: (a) a cognitive domain subsuming knowledge and 
understanding of the communication process and the elements 
involved in a communication event; (b) a behavioral domain 
subsuming abilities possessed by the communicator and skills or 
behaviors emitted or observed; (c) an affective domain subsuming 
the communicator •« feelings, attitudes, motivation, and willingness 
to communicate; and (d) an ethical domain subsuming the 
communicator's ability and willingness to take moral responsibility 
for the outcome of the communication event and its impact on the 
communicators . 

Achievement for students in the Speech and Thought Curriculum 
is centered in these four identified domains of communication 
competency combined with a focus on speech and thought (see 
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Appendix: Course Syllabus.) The interrelation of speech and 
thought is examined theoretically in the lectures and applied 
practically in recitation sections, through performance. Students 
actively engage in researching, organizing, and outlining prior to 
speaking, then they learn to speak publicly in a more organized and 
logical manner. 

ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT COMPETENCY IN THE LABORATORY 

The Speech and Thought Curriculum involves student 
participation in both entrance (pre-) and exit (post-) interviews 
in the Center for Excellence in Oral Communication (Center) 
laboratory « These one-hour interviews are conducted by a staff of 
graduate teaching assistants (GTAs) trained to administer 
assessment instriiments to students. The focus of the interviews 
is on the development and assessment of oral communication 
competency. The instniments administered to all students in both 
the pre- and post-interviews are the Communication Competency 
Assessment Instrument (CCAI) (Rubin, 1982), the Personal Report of 
Communication Apprehension (PRCA-24) (hcCroskey, 1970) , and the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE) (Rosenberg, 1965) . Students 
establish personal goals in the pre- interview and review the goals 
in the post-interview. 

The CCAI, administered one-on-one by the GTA to the student, 
assesses communication competency in the areas of public speaking, 
listening, and Interpersonal communication skills. If an analysis 
of the CCAI scores indicates that the student requires further 
guidance in any area, the GTA is trained to direct and coordinate 
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follow-up assistance* 

The PRCA-24 is designed to assess levels of communication 
apprehension. This diagnostic instrument explores apprehension in 
meetings, groups, conversations, and public speaking contexts. 
Students with higher than average levels of communication 
apprehension are encouraged to seek help in Individual Assistance 
Programs available in a laboratory setting. 

The RSE assesses the self-esteem level of the student. If the 
score derived from this diagnostic tool reflects a low self- 
esteem, the student is referred to other student support services 
on campus. 

For purposes of consistency, the same GTA conducts the pre- 
and post-interviews with the same student. Pre-test scores are 
used to indicate strengths and weaknesses the student should 
consider during the course. At the conclusion of the course, based 
on pre/post differences in scores, progress and plans for future 
development of communication competencies are discussed. 

RESULTS OF THE ASSESSMENT PROCESS 
The assessment and demographic data collected during the 
entrance and exit interviews are entered into a database connected 
to the University's mainframe; those data then are statistically 
analyzed. Results of the data analysis process are carefully 
reviewed by faculty to advise students and to redirect course 
content and pedagogy. Typical results of the assessment process 
in the public speaking course for one academic year are reported 
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in Tables 1, 2, and 3* 



Insert Tables 1, 2, and 3 About Here 



Table 1 presents the results of pre- and post-testing of all 
students enrolled in the Speech and Though Curriculum during 1991- 
1992. Results indicate that students made significant Improvement 
in all areas assessed. As expected, the most pronounced gains 
occurred in public speaking competency and reduction of public 
speaking apprehension. Gains also were noted in overall competency 
(an average gain of 8.51 points) and overall reduction of 
communication apprehension (an average drop of 11.33 points). 

Although reduction in all areas of apprehension was 
significant, less reduction occurred in the group context. To 
address this issue, pedagogy is currently being revised to include 
more opportunities for group discussion and small group work in the 
large lecture sections and in the small recitation sections. 

Tables 2 and 3 compare pre- and post-scores for th<3 CCAI, 
PRCA-24, and self-esteem by ethnicity and gender. No gender 
differences were apparent. In regard to ethnicity, however, some 
differences appeared to exist. Although overall improvement of the 
Non-White population as a group was positive, results suggest that 
more attention may need to be directed toward Black, Asian, and 
American Indian populations; but obviously, the sample sizes for 
non-White students is too small to be considered significant. As 
the sample size of ethnically diverse students becomes larger. 
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Center faculty will continue to monitor student progress and to 
refine programs and curricula to better meet the needs of all 
students. In addition, since data analysis demonstrated that gains 
in listening competency, thcugh significant, were smaller than 
gains in other areas for all students, an in-class assessment 
component aimed at the development of critical listening skills has 
been added to the course curriculum. 

IN-CLASS SPEECH EVALUATION: A COMPETENCY-BASED APPROACH 
After the students have undergone pre-course assessment in 
the Speech and Thought Curriculum, they prepare and present five 
speeches. Students enrolled in the course are encouraged to 
consider carefully the fact that their speeches, specifically when 
delivered to a group, represent their thoughts. They are 
challenged to think before they speak. Early in the course, a 
videotaped lecture by Dr. Frank Dance is shown to the students to 
provide a theoretical framework for their development of speech and 
thought in the classroom speeches (Dance, 1990) . 

Building upon this foundation, the students are instructed in 
the use of The Competent Spe aker Evaluation Form (CSEF) . The CSEF 
provides the paradigmatic structure for the course, which enables 
students to develop their public speaking abilities by 
strengthening the relationship between th-^ir speech and their 
thoughts. The speech evaluation form contains eight public 
speaking competencies that are divided Into two sections (see 
Appendix: Competent Speaker Evaluation Form.) 

The first four competencies represent abilities related to the 



ERLC 



10 

preparation of thoughts for presentation: the reasoned choosing 
of a topic, limiting and focusing that topic with an appropriate 
thesis, organizing subordinate ideas, and developing supporting 
ideas. The last four competencies represent the presentation of 
the ideas in terms of style and delivery. These competencies 
involve: the use of language and vocalics, correct pronunciation 
and articulation of words, and appropriate bodily behaviors during 
the speech. Use of the CSEF is intended to motivate the students 
in the Speech and Thought Curriculum to evaluate carefully their 
thoughts and words. And, since this form is used for evaluative 
purposes, students know exactly what is expected of their classroom 
speeches . 

This instrument was developed in response to a charge given 
to a task force of conference participants of the 1990 Summer 
Conference on the Assessment of Oral Communication Competency 
(Backlund, 1990). Although multiple instriiments have been 
developed and are available to evaluate performance in public 
speaking, this instrument was anchored in the communication 
literature regarding competent public speaking ( Communication 
Competency Assessment Instrument (Rubin, 1982); Speaking and 
Listening Competencies for High School Graduates (1982) ; Wingspread 
Conference Proceedings: Ess ential College Sophomore Speaking and 
Listening Competencies (Quianthy, 1990) . Additionally, the 
instrument has been tested for its psychometric reliability and 
validity (Horreale, 1992). 

Based on a review of the public speaking competency 
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literature, the Speech Conmunication Association (SCA) task force 
at the 1990 Summer Conference developed the CSEF, That 
subcommittee of the SCA Committee on Assessment and Testing was 
comprised of scholars from 11 universitie who endeavored to 
construct an instrument that would effectively evaluate overall 
public speaking competency. The committee members decided that 
the greatest need was for an irtStrument that would be used for two 
fundamental purposes: (a) the evaluation and subsequent 
development of public speaking competencies in public speaking 
students, and (b) pre- and/ or post-assessment of these same 
competencies in students considering and/ or taking basic public 
speaking courses. Furthermore, the subcommittee decided that this 
instrument should be developed for the college sophomore level 
(grade 14) • After extensively reviewing the above mentioned 
literature, two documents were selected as most germane to the 
construction of an assessment instrximent for public speaking. 
These were SCA's Speaking and Listening Competencies for High 
School Graduates (1982) and Communication is rdfe; Essential 
College Sophomore Sneaking and Lis tening Competencies (Quianthy, 
1990) • 

The public speaking competencies listed in the college 
sophomore document were carefully compared to those spelled out in 
the high school document, and a list of public speaking 
competencies emerged. Following this procedure, this list was 
critically compared to the seven public speaking items within the 
CCAI (Rubin, 1982) . Once the subcommittee members were satisfied 



12 

that the resultant list of competencies represented the most 
current and best thought in this area, the conunittee reworded the 
individual competencies to insure clear language and consistent 
structure. Thus the eight statements of pviblic speaking competency 
that comprise the CSEF were developed. Following this development, 
the committee generated standards of performance (criteria) 
relative to each competency by which a speaker's competencies could 
be evaluated. The task force next constructed the form in which 
these eight competencies would be placed (Horreale, 1990) • SCA 
guidelines for the development of such a form were adhered to, and 
special e^tuphasis was placed on control of rater errors and 
appropriate scale construction (Bock d Bock, 1981) • Also, the 
National College Board directives for the construction of speaking 
and listening measures were followed (Powers, 1984). Moreover, 
this Instrument was made to conform to the policy statement 
developed at the 1990 SCA Summer Conference on the Assessment of 
oral Communication, SCA Poli cy on Criteria for the Assessment of 
Oral Communication (Crocker-Lakness, 1991). 

As mentioned earlier, the CSFF is used in the Speech and 
Thought Curriculum. Inter-rater reliability in the use of this 
form by multiple evaluators of different sections of the course is 
achieved through training and dialogue on issues critical to this 
concern. Each of the graduate assistants who uses this foxnn to 
evaluate public speaking students is required to participate in 
group training for proper use of the form. During this training, 
the trainee raters are asked to review the eight competencies and 
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the descriptive criteria before viewing speeches. Following this, 
they view 12 exemplary speeches, some excellent, some satisfactory, 
and some unsatisfactory with respect to the criteria for the eight 
competencies. Subsequent to the viewing of each speech, the 
trainees compare their evaluations. In this way the trainees 
develop a fuller understanding of the competencies and potential 
applications to multiple speeches. Brief comparative evaluations 
are repeated throughout the semester. In these ways inter-rater 
reliability has been achieved and maintained among the evaluators 
in the course. 

CONCLUSION 

Communication Department faculty involved in The Speech and 
Thought Curriculvm believe there are significant advantages to the 
approach taken to assessment in the course. The benefits and 
positive impact of assessment, on behalf of undergraduate 
students, are notable. Assessment has proven valuable in regard 
to (a) student advisement, (b) redirecting course content and 
pedagogy, and (c) addressing issues related to accountability and- 
-indirectly — accreditation . 

Student advisement is provided in the entrance interview 
because the results of the pre-assessment process are used to 
discuss the student's strengths and weaknesses and to provide 
appropriate supporting materials and activities. In the exit 
interview, the comparison of pre- and post-scores on assessment 
instruments provides a vivid illustration to the student of 
progress achieved in the course. 
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Course content and pedagogical approaches to teaching the 
course are reviewed and revised based on the suits of the 
assesrment process. For example, if many students fail to 
demonstrate significant improvement in listening skills or in 
communication apprehension, then appropriate redirection of course 
content and/or pedagogy is in order. Or, if a significant number 
of any particular segment of the student population, based on 
gender, ethnicity, age, etc., demonstrates a need for more support 
or direction in any area of competency, that support can be 
provided to that population « Course instructors can pay more 
attention to a particular student population regarding any 
dimension of communication competency that the assessment process 
identifies as in need of support. 

Accountability, and in some cases accreditation, is addressed 
through the assessment process in the course. Significant 
improvement between pre- and post-interview scores and tests 
present a verifiable case for the impact of the course on students. 
Statistical analyses of the assessment data, by ethnicity, gender, 
or for the total student population in the course, can furnish an 
analytical picture for accreditation agencies of the course's 
impact on students. 

These three benefits of assessment aside, communication 
faculty intend to continue to explore '^variations on the assessment 
theme." The use of a pre- and post-assessment process in a basic 
public speaking course is new. Faculty intend to monitor and 
revise the assessment approach being taken in The Speech and 
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Thought Curriculum. Any instruments used or data generated through 
pre- and post-assessment that fail to prove valuable to students 
or to faculty will be discontinued. Any additional instruments or 
assessment procedures that may need to be pilot-tested and 
incorporated into the assessment process will be considered* The 
raison d^etre for assessing students is twofold: to advise 
stiKtents effectively and to evaluate course content and pedagogy* 
Given such reasons, the assessment program will be monitored by 
Communication Department faculty, and the results of the program 
will be shared with other communication professionals interested 
in developing similar assessment programs for their public speaking 
courses* 
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Table 1: 

T~Tests CoMParina 1991-1992 Pre- and Poat-Scorea for Communication 

Competency Assessment instrument' fCCAI^ . Personal Report of 

C^mn^ni cation Apprehension' (PRCA\ . and Self-Esteem*. 



Assessment Instrument 


H 




Std 


t Value 


2-Tail 


CCAI Speaklno 
Pre 
Post 


224 


26.92 
30.88 


4.34 

3.18 


-13.70*** 


.000 


CCAI Interpersonal 
Pre 
Post 


222 


32.06 
34.72 


4.17 
4.47 


-8.45*** 


.000 


CCAI Listenlna 
Post 


224 


14 • o7 
16.49 


3 • QO 
2.51 


-8.26*** 


.000 


CCAI Overall Comm 
rre 
Post 


217 


72 . 73 
81.24 


9 • 40 
8.00 


-12.38*** 


.000 


PRCA Group 
Pre 
Post 


225 


14.62 
13.20 


4.87 
5.98 


3.53** 


.001 


PRCA Meeting 
Pre 
Post 


225 


16.01 
13.92 


5.06 
4.36 


7.09*** 


.000 


PRCA Conversation 
Pre 
Post 


225 


14.25 
12.25 


4.03 
4.41 


7.77*** 


.000 


PRCA Public Speaking 
Pre 
Post 


225 


20.60 
15.66 


4.99 
4.23 


16.41*** 


.000 


PRCA Overall Comm App 
Pre 
Post 


224 


65.80 
54.47 


15.52 
13.43 


13.62*** 


.000 


Self -Esteem 
Pre 
Post 


144 


32.17 
34.35 


4.86 
4.00 


-7.04*** 


.000 



* C < .05 
** c < .01 
*** B < .001 

Note: An Increase in scores on the CCAI and the Self -Esteem is 
positive and shovs inprovenent, whereas a decrease in 
scores on the PRCA is positive and shows improvement. 
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Tabl* 2: 

T-Te«t«. b v ETHWICITY. CoBParinq 1991-1992 Pra« and Po«t-Scoraa for 
Coamunlcatlon CoBpetencv Asseaaacnt InatruMant' rccAlK Personal 
Rcpori: of Comaunlcatlon Apprehension ' fPRCA^ . and Self -Eateea* . 



Aaseaanent: Instrument 


fi 




Std 

CS.Y 


t Value 


2-Tail 
££S2l2 














Anglo 

Pre 

1>% ^ A- 

P08C 


182 


72.98 

OA JO 

ol • 49 


9.08 

7 • 97 


-11.11*** 


.000 


Black 

Pre 
Post 


9 


75.89 
79 • 67 


9.68 
6 • 98 


-1.70 


.127 


Hispanic 
Pre 


13 


68.92 

i f • Omf 


9.23 

*7 flQ 

/ • O 7 


-3.68** 


.003 


Asian 

Pre 
Post 


8 


70.25 
79.88 


14.84 
10.90 


-3.63** 


.008 


American Indian 
Pre 
Post 


4 


70.00 
85.25 


11.80 
3.95 


-1.95 


.146 


FKuA uveraij. 




Anglo 

Pre 

FOSu 


187 


65.24 
54.06 


15.53 
13.08 


12.30*** 


.000 


Black 

Pre 
Post 


9 


65.56 
54.11 


17.42 

i'^.37 


2.82* 


.022 


Hispanic 
Pre 
Post 


14 


70.43 
56.07 


14.24 

13.56 


4.90*** 


.000 


Asian 

Pre 
Post 


8 


75.25 
64.00 


14.66 
9.46 


1.73 


.128 


Aaierican Indian 
Pre 
Post 


5 


55.20 
43.40 


8.29 
10.64 


3.86* 


.018 



Table 2 (continued) 



Assessnent Instrument 


H 


K?9n 


Std 
Dev 


t Value 


2-Tail 


Self-Esteem Overall 










Anglo 

Pre 
Post 


121 


31.87 
34.36 


4.88 
4.09 


-7.32*** 


.000 


Black 

Pre 
Post 


3 


33.33 
33.67 


3.51 
4.04 


-.19 


.868 


Hispanic 
Pre 

IrOoV* 


9 


32.78 

• O / 


5.31 


-1.83 


.105 


Asian 

Pre 
Post 


7 


32.57 
32.43 


4.08 
2.70 


.15 


.884 


American Indian 
Pre 
Post 


4 


38.25 
37.00 


1.26 
4.24 


.63 


.572 



* fi < .05 
** B < .01 
*** K < .001 

Note: An increase in scores on the CCAI and the Self -Esteem is 
positive and shows improvement ^» whereas a decrease in 
scores on the PRCA is positive and shows improvement. 




Table 3: 

T-Teets. bv GEMDER. Comparing 1991-1992 Pre- and Post-Scores for 
COMiunlcatlo n Coapatencv Asseaaaent Instrunent' (CCAIK Personal 
Report cf Comunlcation Apprehenaion ' fPRCAK and Self-Esteem^. 



Assesasent Instrument 


H 


Mean 


Std 
Dev 


t Value 


2-Tail 1 


CCAI Overall 












Fenales 
Pre 
Post 


136 


72.13 
81.27 


8.82 
8.26 


-10.94*** 


.000 


Males 

Pre 
Post 


81 


73.74 
81.18 


10.28 
7.60 


-6.26*** 


.000 


PRCA Overall | 






Fenales 
Pre 
Post 


139 


66.65 
55.06 


15.53 
14.21 


11.36*** 


.000 


Hales 

pre 
Post 


85 


64.40 

53.52 


15.48 
12.07 


7.64*** 


.000 


Self -Esteem Overall | 












Fenales 
Pre 
Post 


87 


31.46 
34.00 


4.90 
4.25 


-6.28*** 


.000 


Males 

Pre 
Post 


57 


33.25 
34.88 


4.63 
3.56 


-3.42** 


.001 



* B < .05 
** B < .01 
B < .001 

Note: An Increase in scores on the CCAI and the Self-Esteen is 
positive and shows inprovenent, whereas a decrease in 
scores on the PRCA is positive and shows inprovenent. 



THE COMPETeWT SPEAKER 
SPEECH PERf ORMANCE EVALUATION FORM 



SPEAKER'S NAME: ASSIGNMENT:, 

EVALUATOR'S NAME:_ DATE:/_j 



EIGHT PUBLIC SPEAKING COMPETENaSS SPEA. 

System for 

ComoBtencY One Scorma: 

CHOOSES AND NAR/^OWS A TOPIC APPROPRIATELY 

FOR THE AUDIENCE AND OCCASION 
CoftunentS' 


(ING PERFC 

Uns9tisf9Gton 


RMANCEi 

S9tlSf9CtOI 


UTINGS 
y Cxc9ft9nt 








Comoetencv Two 
COMMUNICA TES THE THESIS/SPECIFIC PURPOSE IN A 
MANNER APPROPRIATE FOR AUDIENCE AND OCCASION 








Comoetencv Thfee 
PROVIDES APPROPRIA TE SUPPORTING MA TERIAL 
BASED ON THE AUDIENCE AND OCCASION 

Comments • 








Comoetencv Four 
USES AN ORGANIZA TIONAL PA TTERN APPROPRIA TE 
TO TOPIC, AUDIENCE, OCCASION, & PURPOSE 

f^ommp/i • 








ComoetmQY Fivt 

USES lANGUA GE THA T IS APPROPRIA TE TO THE 
AUDIENCE AND OCCASION 
Comments: 








USES VOCAL VARIETY IN RA re, PITCH, & 
INTENSITY, TO HEIGHTEN AND MAINTAIN INTEREST 








Comoetencv Seven 
USES PRONUNCIA TION, GRAMMAR, & ARTICULA TION 
APPROPRIATE TO THE DESIGNATED AUDIENCE 

Comments: 








Comoetencv Eiaht 

USES PHYSICAL BEHA VIORS THA T SUPPORT THE 

VERBAL MESSAGE 
Comments: 









Generel Comments: 

* 1990. Dr. Sherwyn Morreele end SCA/CAT Subcommittee 



Summetfve Score of Competencies:, 



APPENDIX: Syllabus 



Comm 210: SPEECH AND THOUGHT CURRICULUM 
SYLLABUS, FALL, 1992 



Lectures: Tuesday, 4:30-5:45 pm MH 412 & 
Thursday, 1:40-2:55 pm m 414 



Sherwyn Morraale 
MH 413, Ext. €44 
I nd 1 V 1 dua 1 Aaa 1 stance 
Lab. 593-3218 

Recitation Sections: Tuesday, 5:50*-7:05 pm 

Thursday, 3:05-4:20 pm 

Recitation Instructor: Emergency Messages; 

Emergency Messages: 593-3137 



DATE LECTURE RECITATION 

♦NOTE: Entrance interview must be done within weeks 1 & 2. 



Aug 25 
Aug 27 



sept 1 
lept 3 



Course Overview and 
Requirements; Definitions 



Oral Comm .Competency: 
Four Components and 
Eight Competencies 



Qet acquainted 

♦Introductory Speech 
(2 minutes) 

Course Phi losophy: 
The Relationship of 
Speech and Thought 



CHAPTER 
READ INQS 



1,17 



2,5 



Sept 15 
Sept 17 



Organizing and Outlining 



Organizing and 
outlining exercise 



10,13 



sept 22 
Sept 24 



sept 29 

:>ct 1 



^ct 6 
)ct 8 



Listening and Public 
Speaking 



Communication Apprehension: 
Causes and Cures 



Researching the Speech 
Causes and Cures 



♦Informative Speech 

(4 minutes) 
♦Inf. Sp. Outline 

♦Informative Speech 

(4 minutes) 
♦Inf. Sp. Outline 

Library tour 



6,7 



let 13 Speech Presentat ioni 

)ct 15 Verbal Factors 

)§t 20 Speech Preeentationt 

>ct 22 Nonverbal Factors 



Using speech aids 8,11 



♦Documentat i ve/ 1 2 

Speech Aids Speech 

(6 minutes) 
♦Doc. Sp. Outline 
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Oct 27 P^rsuasloni Audltnce 

Oct 29 Affiatytit and Ptrsuativ* 

Ttchnlquts 



Nov 3 Ptrsuaslont Structuring 

Nov 5 th« M«99«8* 



Nov 10 Persuasion: Theory 

Nov 12 and Rasaarch 

Nov 17 Ethics and Public Spaaking 
Nov 19 

Nov 24 Thanksgiving Braak 

Nov 26 (No lactura) 

Dec 1 Rhatoric: A Historical 

Dac 3 Parspactlva on Pub. Spking, 



Dac 8 
Dac 10 



Dac 15 
Dac 17 



>f^Documantat1va/ 
Spaach Alda Spaach 
(6 minutaa) 

*Doc* Sp« Outllna 

Working aaaalon and 
practica apaachaa uaing 
tha Motlvatad Saquanca 

*Parsuaa1va Spaach 
(6 minutaa) 

^Parauaalva Spaach 

(6 minutaa) 

No Racltatlon 



♦Oral Final Practica 
Saaalon 



14,15 



♦NOTE: Exit Intarvlawa must ba dona during waaka 15 ft 16 



Evaluation of Qraat 
Spaachas: Your Turn to 
Qrada! 

How Far Hava Wa Coma? 
♦Ethica Statamanta; 
Couraa Evaluatlona; 
Cooklaa ft Milk 



♦Oral Final Praaantatlon 
(8 minutaa) 



♦Oral Final Praaantatlon 
(8 minutaa) 



I . lUMMARY OF STUDENT REQUIREMENTS (Thaaa ara Itama with an ♦ baalda tham,) 

1. Entrance and Exit Intarvlaw (aatting partonal bahavloral goala and aaaaaaing 

apaaking and Matanlng compatanclaa, communication apprahanalon, and salf 
aataam), 

2. Four Outllnaa for Spaachaa (typad In dupHcata). 

3. Fiva In-Claaa Praaantatlona. 

4. Fiva Vle4t1n«|S of vldaotapad Praaantatlona in tha individual Aaalatanca 
Laboratory within two waaka of aach praaantatlon (axcapt tha Oral Final 
Praaantatlon which muat ba vlawad by tha and of tha aamaatar)* 

5* Statamant of Paraonal Ethica (ragarding publ ic/prasantatlonal apaaking 
and communication compatancy). 



2t) 
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Ort] Final Exam (covaring lacture and taxtbook matarial). 
M. SPECIFIC QUIDELINES ON COURS E POLICY 

All couraa work, including outlinaa and prasantat iona , ia dua and/or must 
ja prasantad on tha asalgnad day and tlvna* Pallura to complata any couraa 
aaaignmant on tha day and tima dua will raault in an automatic halving of tha 
jrada for tha aaaignmant (as tha highaat poasibla acora). Excaptiona to this 
>olicy will only ba nagotlatad on an individual basis and will ba subjact to 
tha approval of Cantar faculty* 



Ml. S PEECH AND THOUGHT CURRICULUM; QRADINQ AND SPECIFIC QUIDELINES 

A. COG NITIV E DOMA IN: (knowing) 

Tha atudant will ba abia to damonstrata knowladga and undaratanding of tha 
lhaoriaa and concapta ralatad to acadamic inquiry and study in tha araas of 
ipaach and thought* oral comnunication comnatancy, and public/prasantat ional 
3paaking. Spacif ical ly, tha studant ill damonstrata knowladga snd 

mdarstanding through tha following: 

-Qrada on Oral Final Exam (contant) 
-Outlinas for Final Exam 
-Participation in class 

discussion ft usa of couraa 

matarial in prasantat ions « 
-Lactura and racitation attandanca 

(ascartainad through (10) tan point 

pop quizzas) 

B. BEHAVIORAL DOMAIN ; (doing) 

Tha studant will ba abla to damonstrata ability to organiza thoughts and 
j£a oparational skills and communication bahaviors and compatancias nacassary 
to communicata thosa organiiad thoughts to othars in a public prasantat ion. 
:;pacif ical ly, tha studant will damonstrata knowladga and undarstanding through 
tha following: 

-Fiva outlinas for spaachas 
(12, 24, 36, 48, & 48 pts.) 

-Fiva in-class prasantat ions 
(24, 48, 72, 96, ft 96 pts.) 

C. AFFECTIVE DOMAIN ; (faaling) 

Tha studant will ba abla to, and will damonstrata maasurabla improvamant 
in, tha willingnass and motivation nacassary to communicata organixad thoughts 
to othars in a public prasantation« Spacif ical ly, tha studant will damonstrata 
nowladga and undarstanding through tha following: 

-Pra- and post-tasting on spaaking 
and listaning compatancy, commun- 
ication apprahansion, and salf 
astaam* 

-Raviaw of all fiva prasantations 

in tha laboratory* 
-Obsarvabla commitmant to couraa 
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goals* 

D. ETHICAL DOMAIN i 

The student will bn able to demonstrate a daflnsd personal set of ethics 
and vailues* In regard to communication competency , that takes responsibility 
for self, others* and relationships and outcomes* in communication 
Interact 1on(s) * Specif leal 1y» the student will demonstrate knowledge and 
understanding through the following: 

-Statement of Personal Ethics 

iV. Point Breakdown and Worksheet 

NOTEf All speeches will be graded on a 72 pt. scale. Howeveri each speech 
does not carry the same weight in this point system. 



Assignment Your Score Possible Score 

I ntroduct ioh Speech (72 x .33) 24 

Information Speech (72 x .66) 48 
Information Speech Outline 24 

Documentat ive Speech (72 x 1) 72 

Documentat ive Speech Outline 36 

Persuasive Speech (72 x 1.33) 96 

Persuasive Speech Outline 48 

Oral Final Exam (72 x 1.33) 96 

Oral Final Exam Outline 48 

Five Add'l Final Exam Outlines 100 

Participation and Attendance 

in Lecture and Recitation 100 

Pre and Post Tests 75 

Review of all Five Presentations 

( , , , I ) 75 

Ethics Statement 100 

TOTAL POINTS 942 



V. QRADINQ SYSTEM (Based on Point Assignment System) 



942 - 


665 points - 


- A 


677 - 


641 points 


- C 


884 - 


829 points ■ 


■ A- 


640 - 


603 points • 


- C- 


828 - 


791 points • 


■ B+ 


602 - 


565 points ■ 


■ 0+ 


790 - 


754 points ■ 


- B 


564 - 


528 points ■ 


- D 


753 - 


718 points • 


■ B- 


527 - 


442 points 


- D- 


715 - 


678 points • 


- 









VI. TEXTBOOK ; Msksy, John, (1992). Public Spssklnat Thsory Into Prtctlct. 
Harcourt, Braes, A Jovanovlch 
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